Preface 



This dcx2iuaent is the Initial installment in the continued History 
of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff. It is concerned first 
with the development of problems in strategic target planning during 
the 1950s and the evolution of plans for the integration of the activi- 
ties of the various coimnands into one plan; second with the organization 
of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff at Headquarters SACj and 
third with the preparation of the first Single Integrated Operational 
Plan. In the preparation of this history the historian did research 
in JSTPS files at Headquarters SAC and in the files of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff in Washington. Documents indicated as exhibits (Ex) are on 
file in the History & Research Division, Directorate of Information, 
Headquarters SAC. 



11 



9 



TABLE OF COKTEKTS 

Background* 1 

Xhe Search for More Effective Coordination 3 

Organization • 11 

Ereparation of SIOP-62 l8 

Summary S8 

Footnotes • ... 30 



111 



K9 L O i\ L r 



BackgrouiKi 

Secretary of Defense Thomas Gates* decision of l6 August I96O to / 

establish a joint staff at Headguarters Strategic Air Command (SAC) 

under the direction of Ccnmiander In Chief, SAC, brought together for 

the first time all elements of the armed services with a strategic nuc- 

1 

lear capability into one integrated operational plan. Secretary Gates 

considered the decision the most Impotrtant he had made in seven years 

2 

in the Pentagon. Perhaps the magnitude of this action can be better 
appreciated after a reviev of the history of planning and coordination 
activities for the strategic nuclear offensive between 1952 aijd i960. 
(U) 

between the end of World War II and the beginning of the Korean 
War, SAC had a virtual monopoly on the meeuis of delivering atomic wea- 
pons. The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) drew SAC forces \inder Its direct 
operational control in 1946 and strengthened these bonds in subsequent 
years by preventing usurpation of control of SAC forces by theater ccm- 
mandere.^ Therefore, during these years no coordination problems 
existed in planning and executing the atomic offensive, but by the 
early 19^0s the situation was changing because of a proliferation of 
weapons and delivery vehicles. 

The United States Navy announced in 1952 that all of its new at- ^ 
taok planes ve^e capable of carrying tactical at qui c bombs, and that 
It had on hand ^rcraft capable of delivering large bcmbd* Newly 
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activated tactical units in Europe and the Ear East also became able 
to deliver small weapons. Indeed, the Secretary of the Air Force, 
Thomas K. Finletter, announced that "nearly all" USAF ccmbat aircraft 
vera being modified to carry them. The time was also rapidly approach- 
ing when the Soviet Union would bee one a major atomic power. It ex- 
ploded an atomic device in 19^9* and a year later USAP credited Russia 
with already having a "formidable long range air force" which by 1952 
could cover all of the United States.^ (u) 

To meet this increased Soviet threat the JCS acted to gain more 
direct control of the nation's expanding atonic forcfe. In March 1952 
an ad hoc committee of that group examined existing procedures for con- 



trol and coordination of atonic operations and recomnended centralizing 
them for maximum bonblng effect and minimum interference between forces. 
The JCS agreed and established facilities for lateral coordination of 
planning called Joint Coordination Centers (JCC) In Europe and the Far 
East.* They were war room facllltlee for receipt, ccmpilation, display, 
review, coordination, and relay of information concerning the plans and 
operations of atomic forces for the benefit of the unified and specified 
canmanders concerned and the JCS.**^ This was operational coordination, 
that is, it took place after hostilities began. 

* Buckinghamshire, United Kingdom, and Pershing Heights, Tokyo, Japan, 

In Europe, Commander in Chief Naval Forces Eastern Atlantic and Medi-- 
terraDean (CINCKEIH), Cooonander in Chief United States Farces Europe 
(CINCEur), and Ccramander in Chief Strategic Air Ccmmand (CINCSAC), 



and iQ the Far East, Ccoimande)? in Chief Facile (CINOFac), Conanander 
In Chief Alaska (CIBGAl), and CIHCSAC. UNplA^X^trt 




Early exercises of the Joint Coordination Centers disclosed a re- 
quirement for pre-hostilities coordination of canmanders' atomic plans. 
Accordingly, in 195^, the JCS asked each appropriate camnanier to sub- 
mit an atonic annex, i.e., a target list, to his war plan and to coor- 
dinate it with theater ccimnanders and CIHCSAC, In I955 SAC was directed 
to act as host for a conference of appropriate ccanmanders to determine 
a methodology or "modus operandi" for defeat of ccnmiunist air power. 
This conference failed to agree on anything except the requirement for 
periodic coordination of atomic war plans. With JCS approval these con- 
claves became known as World-Wide Coordination Conferences (WWCC). OJhey 
were held each eubsequent year through 193Q> Plans codrdinated at these 
conferences and approved by the JCS were prepositioned with the Joint 
Coordination Centers for operational coordination required by an exer- 
cise or the initiation of hostilities. The total coordination activity 
pre- and post-hostility, was known as the atomic coordination machinery. 

Hot successful was this machinery? The magnitude of the problem 
probably can be appreciated best by recalling the ccmplex problems of 
generation, launch, mutual support, and maximima bombing involved in 
preparing a single ccmmand's strike pl£m. Qliese factors were manage- 
able because the work went on within the framework of a ccmmon doctrine. 
When coordination between camnands with different concepts, doctrines, 
traditions^ *an4 techniques was attempted, the problema became formid- 
able. On the positive side, wor^-vlde conferences did enable ocmmanderB 
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to appreciate more fully each others capabilities, tasks, objectives, 
and plans. !Carget lists, forces, and strike timing vere discussed and 
compared. Some conflicts were avoided. Yet the defects of the program 
were clearly more evident than its successes, at least to SAC. The con- 
ferences did not solve targeting conflicts; for example, in the 1957 
and 1958 meetings duplications and triplications (two or more camnands 
delivering weapons to the same target) were not significantly reduced. 
Neither did they achieve mutu€Ll support or unity of strategic effort . 
among the JCS comnanders. At the JCCs, operational coordination proce- 
dures depended upon a highly sophisticated cccimuni cations system. Dur- 
ing peacetime exercises the cammuiications time lag between sending and 
receipt of messages tended to increase causing a backlog; under combat 
conditions the system's efficiency would be greatly reduced. In each 
of the exercises of the JCC machinery frasn. 1958 through I96O over 200 
time over target (TOT) conflicts highlighted the degree of conflict in 
existing execution plans* In wcurtimej with disrupted communications, 
this could result in needless loss of aircraft and crevs. A comparison 

of target lists and sane conflict resolution were the net gains in four 

8 

years of coordination effort. General N. F. Twining, Chairman of the 
JCS, believed one fundamental principle had evolved trm these coordi- 
nation activities; "... atcmic operations must be pre-planned for 
autaoatic execution to the maximum extent possible and with minimum 
reUa»c. o» poet-H-Hour canmuMcatlona."^ CPS) 



. »0r 

The Search for More Effective Coordination 

The Defense Reorganization Act of I958 (Public Law 85-599), passed * 
by Congress on 23 July I958, seemed to open new vistas for better coor- 
dination of the strategic offensive. President Eisenhower, in outlin- 
ing his plan to the Congress, emphasized . . the vital necessity of 

ccmplete unity In our strategic planning and basic operational dlrec- 
II 10 

. tion. It vas necessary that the Secretary of Defense and the Joint 
Chiefs have the authority to take action in these matters. The Air 
Force, traditionally in favor of integration along functional lines, 
supported the President's program, as did the Army.^ *The Havy was 
less enthusiastic.'^^ (U) 

Armed with Increased authority over the developnent and operation . 

of new weapon systems given him by the reorganization act,^^ ^j^^ g^^^^^ 

tary of Defense, then Nell McElroy, examined plans for the new Fleet 

Ballistic Missile or Polaris, then in developnent. In December 1958 

he asked the Joint Chiefs for their views on the future employment of 
lit 

the system. 

As spokesman for the Air Force, General Thomas D. White advocated ^ 
creation of a unified US Strategic Oonmand, to enccn^ss subordinate 
units frcm the Air Force (heavy and medium bombers and Intermediate and 
intercontinental ballistic missiles) and the Wavy Polaris. With ap- 
proval of the JOS, the OIlfCaAC would develop the organization ao It 
could be functional by the time Polaris became operational. jStrategic 



Mr »d personnel would .e Integrated vlth thoee of the partioUet- 
ing services and assigned to the ne. headquarters. General Vhite he- 
lieved a unified strategic ocm^ provided the organisational struc 
ture hest suited for developing :»=ci»» effective atc»ic offensive 
plans .-^^ 0^ 

^e Ar^. navy, and Marine Corps were in general opposition to the ^ 
Air Force plan. Ad^niral Arlelgh Bur,^, Chief of Haval Operations, oh- 
jected to integrating all strategic weapon systea» Into a single com- 
and receded rejection of the Mr Force position. The Navy 
l^d earlier asked that Polaris he assigned to C««ander in Chief, At- 
a^ntlc (CINCU.T) and eventually to United States Cc»ander' in Chief . 
Buro^ (USCI^Eor) and Cc^nder in Chief, Pacific (CINCPao). Admiral 
saw Uttle need for change: In.hls opinion coordination had heen 
working well since the 1958 Keorgaai.aticn Act and integration of Po- 
Xarls into the fleet would pose no targeting prohlen.. Assignment of 
an weapon syste.. to a single c<»«„d. on the other hand, . . vc«ld 
■ aisrupt and alter the U.S. defense organization."^ Authority already 
existed m the JCS to prevent undesirahle duplications in strategic tar- 
gating, P^^^ns, and weapons e»ploy^^ and the CHO helleved it should 
remain there.^^ A«y generally agreed with the ».vy, hut it he- 
Heved the entire Investigation was pre^ture. It wouU assign Polaris 
to the fleet and e«»nine its ca»««d structure later vhen it had hecoae 
, proven syste..^° The Marine Corps favored making the JCS respon^ihle 
for selection of targets, aTter vhloh the unified comnanders voul4 



^WCMSSm 3^,,, of targets to one 
assign them to attack forces. It feareS^sslgnment of targ 

cc-ax^er would create a ".onollthlc" etructure to control aircraft 
and land and fleet udssUes vhich v<^d bave great coordination pr<Jb. 
lems and te vulaera1,le if conmailcations were destroyed.^! 

As a result of this disagreement, a ajOit decision paper was pre- ^ 
sented to the SecBef .^^ Although General White reported Mr. McElroy 
aid not T,elie,e a decision on conMand arrange»>ents was urgent hecause 
the system would not heccme operational until late in 1960, there 
vas no douht that the Secretary intended to press for Improvement of 
target coordination procedures. In late July, following an WO hrief- 
l«g at HeadquarterB SAC f« the SecDef and members of the ^CS, he re- 
guested the Chaixmn present his views on this prohlem.^ 1^) 

in his reply, General Twining reviewed the history of coordination 
to date and concluded "... not much .ore progress can he achieved 

. „ "25 Tjg rejected modifications 

under the present arrangements .... ^ 

to the existing machinery, advocating instead ■•fundamental changes" 
to the system. The problem divided into three categories: (l) tar- 
geting policy, (2) development of integrated operational plans, and 
(3) control of strike forces. Regarding the first, he Inclined t«ard 
the Air Force counter force phil<»o^. beUevlng the target system 
..ould include (in order of priority) long -a- ca^- 

hility. government and military control centers, wa, making resources, 
and poi-ilBtlon centers. After ad<^l<» ^ - targeting poUcy. in the 
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UNUSIFIED 

for the strategic mission 
Caix^n-s opinion the colder responsible for 

»i strategic targeting system or list subject 
should develop a national strategic X g ^„ v^iieved 

^ On the second question, he helievea 
to review h. J.2 (Intelligence) . On the 

an integrated operational plan vas de.lnltel. needed. H wo. 

4. mval carriers would not be assigned any 

« 7 

swaTieei B ^ .orovide a sound basis 

(SICP) would, in General OVining's words, • • • Pr 

voxwj./ . -,„^c, local caniiiflnders 

for necessary coordination of operational plans of lcx:al 

for necessary issues were made, 

i^n Only after decisions on these issu 
with CIWCSAC's plan. unxy ^^naress 

. decision, and enforced, woold there he progress 
in the form of a command decision, an 

in the area of target coordination.^^ i^^) 

Ms views to the Secl^f, the Chairman ^ 
At the time he presented his views 

^v, issues of targeting coor- 
.he positions of the services on «.e x.u 

a^^tion b. requesting answers to l8 questions. Xn^tiall, ^ 

^ce ad hoc cc-lttee prepared a reply to the questions. Uter. 
service ad hoc caimx 

each service individually prepared their answers. As in h 
each servlc , _ , ^4- diwgenoe of opinion existed 

^ .^mnand and control of Polaris, a wide diwg 
cc^and and ^^^^^^ ^ 

hetvreen the services. But no 
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during 1959, awaiting the ccmpletion of Study 2009, an optimum target 
system for generea war being prepared for Presidential approval. (TS) 

Secretary McBlroy also left office in Deceinber 1959; and the task 
of resolving the target coordination problem fell to his successor, 
Thomas S. Gates. The new SecDef gave early indications that he in- 
tended to take action. On 20 January he told the Joint Chiefs that 
he wished to discuss SM-lTl-59 (the split decision Polaris paper) at 
their convenience.^^ Events during early spring provided fresh evi- 
dence that action was needed. Representatives to a coordination con- 
ference at Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers, Europe (SHAPE) agreed 
that targeting of a wide variety of weapons without a waete< of re- 
soijxces was "» . . far beyond the capability of coordination confer- 
ences."^^ The senior representative of CINCEur and CINCSAC stated in 
their memo to the JCS: "With the increased number of weapons and their 
diversified utilization, it appears that an efficient application of 
the force can only be accanplished by a single authority. IXS^ 

Meanwhile, the* issue remained stalled at the roadblock of conflict 
ing service positions. On 6 May General Twining advised the Secretary 
that the Chiefs could not agree on a response to the I8 questions) 
their individual views were forwarded. After a two-day discussion 
In the middle of June in which the service positions were freely dis- 
cussed with the new Secretary, the Joint Staff prepared a paper ex- 
panding on differences in the areas of policy, target detection, and 
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^ c.oKl«ti„. ». ' „ 

* this diversity arose, partlaixy a 
elements of this axv ^ i.perfect 

, He ^ged that the JCS not vait for a P 

eeptual differences. He ^^^^^ 

To fit action to the vord, he propos 
solution. J-o ^-^ oecDef aa ai-696-DO 

. w Service positions vent to the Seotef 
targeting poUcy. Service y 

on 20 JvOy i960. . ^■ 

a vear of consideration hy the JC8 
j6 August i960, after over a year or 

. .f refense, the issues of co^d and control of 
and two secretaries of Defense, ^ ^^^^ 

^ +arffeting Toecame the suojecu 
strategic systen. and strategic targeting ^^^^ 

. . It was a cleax cmpranise, indorsing neither 
decision. It was a „„r the Havy position that erist- 

a unified ccmmand, nor the iiavjr 
position favoring a unlfl Secretary Gates 

oo.ad do the woi*. Recognized secretary 
JCS machinery could ^ 

craCSfcC'B extensive experience in strategic ^ *^ 
vas CIHCSfcC 6 ex,. ^^y^ ^ol- 

* cinCSMI, acting as the ageL>, » 
^ designated as CIBCS. , ^ ,,^.es to prepare 

at Headquarters SAC a teem of experts 

, u S forces cc-tted to the initial strategic strike 
a pl« for all U.S. forces ^. ^^^^^^ ^^^^ ^^.^ 

effor.. CXKCSAC-s duties as Director o ^ ^ 3,,,,. 

,ere an' additional and separata respons ^ (3,,3e^ntly 

tary <.t isn^e. as Oe:«.al Power's deputy Bear Ad»i 

ONcmssra 
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promoted to Vice Admiral) Edward N. Parker, an expert in nuclear wea- 
pons and former head of the Defense Atomic Support Agency. Qa) 



General Power "began immediately to gather his inter-servlce staff 
at Headquarters SAC. Actions to "bring in new people and organize and 
train them in SAC methods proceeded at a brisk pace and they constituted 
the organization's main prohlems during the early formulative months. 
Time for preparation of the first plan was short; the SecDef wanted it 
done "by early December. (u) 



The organization was kept as small as possiblQ; with maxlmvun par- 
ticipation of the existing SAC staff, but all services participated in 
all aspects of planning. Cammands involved (SA.CKUR, CINCLAKT, CINCEac, 
CINCAl, and CINCKELM) were requested to send representatives to a 24 
August meeting at Offutt AFB to discuss organization and manning. 
Three days later a proposed organizational structure to perform the 
main work assigned, i.e., preparation of a National Strategic Target 
List (NSTL) and a Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP), was pre- 
jpared and forwarded to the JCS,^^ (u) 

The organization was divided into two general categories (see ^ 
Chart next page). The first was the Office of the Director* General 
Power, in hia capacity as Director of Strategic Target Planxiing, bad 
as his mission to: (U) 
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Poblication No. "Organization Functions of the JCS/' 1 Dec 60. 



a. Organize a Joint Strategic Target flf^^^f^f^ff . 
c^istii^g of persormel fr« the 

possessing the required skiUs to perform the 
targeting and planning functions, lo; 

b. Develop and Maintain the HSTL the SIOP for 
attack of the targets on the HSEL. vuj 

■ c. Submit the NSTL and the SIOP to the Joint Chief a 
of Staff for review and approval, h^ShliShting 
points of difference which he f 
?he preparation of the HaTL and the SIOP, (U) 

Also assigned to this office was a deputy, who assumed the responsibili- 
ties Of the Director in his absence and acted as his principal assistant 
^ advisor on JSPPS activities, and one representative each fran the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force. Oheee eervloe representatives 
served as a personal staff for the director a^d his deputy, represented 
their services in policy matters, and performed a liaison function. 
Olhey were not in the cc»and channel. Eeinresentatives fran unified 
ard specified ce-ands supplying forces to the SIOP and a JCS liaison 
groJp were also attached to the staff. The CIHC representatives (the 
number assigned was at the discretion of their cc»ander) participated 
in the preparation of the SIOP and NSTL. They were not integrated . into 
the staff, but were directly responsible to their respective canmanders. 
A JCS liaison group, an integral part of the Joint Staff, JCS, assisted 
the DSTP in interpreting JCS guidance and informed the JCS and the ser- 
vices Of progress in the preparation of the im. and SIOP. The CINC 
and service representatives served as a Policy C«»nittee under the 
chalxmaaship of the deputy director. This camnlttee reviewed and 
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approved policy; disagreements went to the director for final decision. 
Also part of the Office of the Director was the Secretariat, respon- 
sible for administration and personnel supervision. The second cate- 
gory consisted of the two production units of the Target Staff— the 
National Strategic Target List Division and the Single Integrated Oper- 
ational Plan Division— which took their names from the work they per- 
formed.^'^ (U) 

The initial Joint Table of Distribution (JTD) of 269 spaces re- ,^ 
quested for the above organization was divided as follows: SAC re- 
sources llfO officers,- 5T aii^nen, and 22 civilians; Army -'10 officers; 
Navy - 29 officers; Air Force - 8 officers; and Marine Corps - 3 offi- 
cers • [f) 

On 1 September I96O the JCS approved the proposed organization, 
officially designating it the Joint Strategic Target Planning Agency 
(JSTPA),* and the initial Joint Table of Distribution (JTD) consisting 
of 50 military spaces to be added to the 197 SAC military personnel 
working in related areas. In one change, the JCS stipulated that the 
deputy chief of the SIOP Division be a Navy officer in the grade of 
rear admiral or captain.^^ 

SubsequQitly, as a result of the survey made of the NSEL Division's 
intelligence structure and the intelligence support agencies of SAC 

* On 29 September I96O the JCS redesignated the organizaticm as the 
J^lnt StStegic Iterget Planning ^ (fiM.95T-6o,- "Strategic 
Target Planning," 29 Sep 60.) 



Headguaxters, at the Chief of Naval Operation's request, the Deputy 
Director of JSIPS requested 69 additional military spaces, which vith 
the exception of 5 aixmen fran the Mr Force vere to he furnished ty 
the Navy and ^y. Forty of these vere to be assigned to Headquarters 
SAO iKtenigence functions and 29 to the JarPS.5° ^fter review, the 
JCS approved the interim augmentation of 29 milltary^personnel and 3 
civilian spaces, hut disapproved the additional IfO.^^ 

The organization to prepare the first HSEI, and STOP vas assembled .... 
in haste because the SecDef had ordered the two documents ccupleted by 
14 December I96O. Wsis had been placed on acquiring the best 
people froa the services to do the job; not n»ch analysis' bad been 
^ae Of existing capability within the SAC staff. But with completion 
of the initial NSPL and SIOP* 'the organization could be adapted for the 
future, i.e., the work of Keeping the documents current. General Peer 
recamnended a reduction; the non-SAC authorization would be reduced 
fran 83 to 75 spaces and SAC personnel in a dual function status would 
he cut fran 219 to m. He also asked that the number of pe«nanent 
reKesentatlves of the CIMCs be held to a minl^. (^) 

Tl,e A««y and Mavy did not agree. The Chief of Ifeval Operations . 
aid not think it adequately represented all services at all levels, but 
favored the Air Force. Because the duties of the HSTL Division concerned 
prl^ly intenig«.oe and target selection. In the «avy's opinion all 

* The preparation of these documents will be treated later in this 
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services should "be equaJXy represented. Neither did Admiral Burke 
favor the proposal to reduce the number of the CIHC representatives, 
preferidng instead to leave their appointment to the discretion of the 
comnander concerned. Injecting a new feature, the CNO recomnended cre- 
ation of an intelligence panel, with representatives frcm the CINCs, 
the services, the Joint Staff, and the Cenfcral Intelligence Agency, 
" . • .to provide the broadest and most expert intelligence base which 
can be achieved to support the SIOP."^^ The Army did not think the 
proposed manning met the criteria of a joint staff, nor did it agree 
with maintaining SAC officers with two Jobs in key positions, except 
for the DSPP, It recommended equal representation among i services in 
the WSTIi Division and proportional representation (based on corarait"ted 
forces) in the SIOP Division. ^ 

The DSTP argued that existing JCS guidance for creation of joint 
staffs did not provide precedent for assignment of joint staff respon- 
sibilities to a specified command. He defended the JTD as representing 
his interpretation of JCS guidance: it was the most econcmical, made 
the most efficient use of space and technical equiiment, and most ad- 
hered to the composition of forces and weapons assigned to the plan. 
He. had not \ised forces submitted to the plan as a basis for represen- 
tation; if he had the Navy and Marine Corpa would have been reduced by 
one-half. In the document Ik key positions out of 3*f vere identified 
as Army, Navy, or Marine Corps (hi per cent). Although the DSTP had 




no requireaent for an intelligence panel, he welcoued the addition of 
one intelligence officer frcm each of the CBTCs to monitor SIOP intel- 
ligence, and he agreed to the addition of 10 personnel to provide "con- 
fidence" and coordination of intelligence by unified and specified can- 
manders.^ (0j 



After considering the new proposal and the above comments by the 
services, the new SecDef, Robert S. McKamara, notified General Power 
that he had "complied fully" with directives issued by Secretary Gates, 
but that he should realign the JTD using the foUowing guidance;^ (jg) 

A. Persons occupying key positions in the KSDL Divi- 
sion of JSTPS will be assigned no other duties. ' 

3. Key positions in the NSa?L 2>ivision wiH be filled 
y by the best qualified officers regardless of their 

service affiliation. 

, C. Key positions in the SIOP Division will be filled 
J by ser^/lce representatives essentially in propor- 
tion to the forces each service provides for the 
execution of the SIOP. (3^ 

D. Ihe JSTPS should be organized so as to receive, 
evaluate and utilize pertinent intelligence frcm 
aH a'/H.il^ble resources. However, no *Joint 
Intelligence Review Panel* appears necessary. 

The revised JTD submitted 27 April 196I was essentially the same 
basic organization as proposed in January: Sk key positions and a 
total of 136 military and civilian personnel. Sixteen positions in 
the NSTL Division, hwever, were identified as "no service specified"; 
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the best qualified would be chosen for these posts irrespective of ser- 
vice. ^'^ In the DS3?P's opinion, the guiding principle of the JSTPS or- 
ganization was " • • • that of searvice representation proportional to 

58 

the service forces involved,"'^ The organization as submitted was ap- 
proved by the JCS on Ik June.^^ (•)C^) 

Preparation of SIOP-62 

General Varer, in his capacity as DSIP, was guided by the National - 
Strategic Targeting and Attack Policy (NSTAP), a JCS document which 
formed the core of this nation's strategic strike planning./ fcSpecific ^-.^ 
■ objectives of this policy were to destroy or neutralize Siao-Soviet | 
Bloc strategic strike forces and major military and government control 
centers, and to strike urban- industrial centers to achieve the level ./ 
Qf destruction indicated St^dy^^OOQ J These objectives were to be 
accomplished by integrating strategic forces and directing them against 
a minimum list of targets. 



The first task of the jaCPS after its organization was to determine 
what targets were to be attacked. On l8 August General Power directed 
his Directorate of Intelligence to prepare a preliminary target list. 
At the initial meeting of the Staff six days later Intelligence pre- 
sented a working list, known as the National Strategic Target Eata Base 
(NSTEB) of abou1 

r* Pran this list a team of experts frcm NSTL Division- and the CINCs % 
eventually prepared the final list. .^sf-"'*^ 
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V»».*'^«i*««'*'.sR»««r»'««««^ nTKf-a vara satisfied, 

Wer insure^ that the targeting neeaa of all the OIKCs were satisriea, 

General Po«er vanted the final list to Inolude only targets whieh had 

L"been positively identified an d loca ted^ ^(TS ^^^ 

^TiifciMitfiti(iimw"iiwiTiMMiifiwiiiiirn«riiTini '■" ■■'■■-"-"f- 



Basic to the preparation of the HSTI, va^ tha.NSriffl, a ompilation 

Mfied knowledge of U.S. inteUigenoe sources. By a process of Wfine- 
aent the highest priority targets in this target data base eyentuaUy 
canprised the NSTL. After assigning a relative worth to the targets 
. in the hase hy means of a target weighing system,* the process of devel 



oping desired ground aeroB (DQZb) began 



fL 



onsidering the number of/ 



r 



TOP SECRET 
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/weapons available, which would accamplish objectives set down in the "\ 
I NSTAP, was thus developed Upon couplet ion of the SIOP this list 1 




[ 



Concurrent with work on the target system, personnel of the SIOP 
Division and CINC representatives analyzed capabilities of forces sub- 
mitted by the CINGs preparatory to applying these forces to the target 
system.* Only forces and capabilities existing in December i960 were 
■ considered in the SIOP-62. Reliability planning factors for each wea- 
pon system were also determiied and submitted to the Policy Committee 
for approval,^^ 

In the middle of September 196O work began on applying weapon sys- 
tems ga-fehered by SIOP Division to the DGZs prepared by NSCL Division, 
f The target system was divide^ into two parts -k 




c 



Coordinatlxig 



(Sec V to JSTPS Rpt 1, "JCS Constraints." to Memo for JCS, "Fallout 
Constraint Policy," from DSTP, B-78376.) 

** This was a force of 874 delivery systems (l447 weapons)/!. 

\ T (Briefing, "NSTL and SIOP Ere- 

i sentation to SecDef/' 1 Dec 60, >q1 II, B- 77671.) (^) 

£ -jHt* Consisting of l464 aircraft and missiles and 197^ weapons (ibid .). J 
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strikes was difficult because of the great variety of delivery syatems 
and weapons targeted. For example, forces available consisted of such ^ 
divergent systems as the B-52, the F-lOO, and the ATLAS and the Mace; 



(IS) 

Detailed source data sheets were prepared on each sortie. They 
I contained information on£J" 



J 



After further detailed 

^ flight planning, the complete source data program was run through SAC's 
|| lOk ccmputer to^ ^ 



^ ^ ^x«aA xux'utt commanaers received 

I only those sheets directly related to their mlselon. At the tactical 
I unit, strike tuning for individual sorties was extracted from the timing 
integrated into the Individual combat mission folders .^'^ CbT , 

After the vork of applying ccBsnltted forces to targets was eaa- 
pleted, damage assessed, and necessary refinements and adjustments made. 



r 





,j the NSTL was produced. It was" a list of all national Strategic Target % 

i ■* • 

I Data Base Installations to be attacked in the SEOP. These targets fell 




On 1 December I960 the SecDef, JCS, commanders of unified and speci- 
fied commands ccmmltting forces to the SIOP, and" other high ranking mili- 
tary and civilian leaders, 32 in all, gathered at Headquarters SAC for 
briefings on ft-esented were the NSTL; operational concepts; 

enemy defenses; force application; assessment of sortie success, damage, 
and casualties; and dissents to the planJ^ j0j 

The complete SIOP-62 was a detailed plan of what targets were to 
be attacked,, by what forces, and in what manner during the initial stra- 
tegic- attac]yi^||2|||S:gS:?r Itt superseded any conflict- ^ 
ing guidance Contained in the Joint Strate^Jic Capabilities Plan. Eight 
annexes represented the key portions of the plan: InteUlgence, re- 
sponalbintleg and comnand relationships, atomic, concept of operations. 




coordinating instructions, strike timing, oonmiunloatlons, and adminis- 
trative procedures jy|!the"'jCS, ^^^^^m^^i^'m^'mt'^mi^S 

•reserved the preroiitive of putting the plan Into effect. Its mission 

was to:^^ J^!^ 

a. Destroy or neutralize the Sino-Sovlet strategic 
nuclear capability and primary military and 
government controls of major importance. i»ff)^ 

•be Attack the major urban-industrial centers of 
the Slno-Soviet Bloc to the extent necessary 
to paralyze the economy and render the Slno- 
Sovlet Bloc incapable of continuing war. i^SiOf 



r 

r 



Disagreements with certain SIOP-62 planning factors were presented 

at the briefing by CINCLant's senior representative to the JCS, Rear 

Admiral J. J, Hyland. Although they had earlier been resolved by the 
75 

DSTP, by JCS direction they were presented as part of the SecDef brief- 
ing. First, Admiral Hyland objected to what he called thJ^ 
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The DarP's decision of 31 October I96O had placed th^ ^ 



The SIOP-62 was approved vrithout major change hy the JOS, SecDef, 

be 

85 



^ Qk 

and the President on 2 December to be effective 1 April 1961. The 



plan vent into effect on that date. J^S^T 

Siimmary 

The Single Integrated Operational Plan for I962 represented a unique 
ajivancement in war planning. Prior to its development, atomic targeting 
was coordinated after the fact, handicapping mutual suppor-f and econony 
of force. After lengthy consideration of the issue by the JCS produced 
no unanimity of opinion, the Chairman proposed a national strategic tar- 
geting policy. The Secretary of Defense accepted this plan and directed 
it be used as guidance by CINCSAG in his new capacity as Director of 
Strategic Target Planning. In his decision of 16 August i960, the Sec- 
retary decided a strategic ccanmand was not needed, but neither did he 
think target planning could be done within existing JCS capabilities . 

He created the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff, responsible to ^ 

the JCS, but located at Headquarters SAC. The JSTPS replaced ^he World- 
Wide Coordination Conference method of planning coordlnation,|f^lthough .y 
<'oi>eraiional coor^^ was still reguired in thj^ |7 I S 
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^Working with a short deadline, a nucleus of SAC offi- 
cers, assisted by officers of other services assigned to the new organi- 
zation, produced the first NSTL and SIOP in less than four months. As 
expected, the process was not completed without differences arising 
frcm diverse service concepts, but they did not interfere with submis- 
sion of the final plan to the SecDef on 1 December and its acceptance 
at that time. The JSTPS was not a panacea for all the problems of nuc- 
lear strike coordination, but it was a beginning, a foundation for future 
developaent. 



See JCS 2056/251, "Coordination of Atomic Operations," 11 May 61 
[Decision on study by J-3], .B-79820. The total effect of SIOP on 
the atomic coordination system could not be accrirately evaluated 
until after completion of the world-wide atomic exercise scheduled 
for September I96I. 
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